Introduction
The localism debate has influenced new flood risk policy discussions in England and started to redefine the national flood and coastal risk management policy. A key focus of this new policy agenda is to encourage local authorities to undertake their responsibilities and replace the emphasis on the central organisation of flood risk management. In this line, flood risk management policy mirrors that of other governmental policies with a change to both the geographical and political scales of management. This, in turn, implies a change to the relationships between different actors involved in flood risk management decisionmaking (Pearce and Ayres 2012) . The movement from a centralised responsibility towards the local and individual is manifested in the area of English flood risk management with some policy shifts having already been observed (Johnson and Priest 2008) . However, the revisions of the responsibilities and role of the state and individual for managing flood risk have continued with a reinforcement of local scale management (Defra 2012). One critical area where this has been observed within the sphere of flood risk management is in relation to the funding of flood defence measures which provides the key focus of this study.
In general, the localism-debate has become more popular and relevant in policy discussions in recent years (Neal 2013; Clarke and Cochrane 2013) with scholars highlighting a 'revival of the local ' (Brenner and Theodore 2002) . Before identifying how localism has been manifested within flood risk management policy it is necessary to consider its renaissance in the broader context of public policy. Following the definition by Evans et al. (2013) , localism is a summary of activities and changes to encourage local actors and stakeholders to take over tasks, responsibility and power from central Government, where the localities act independently within a national framework. There has been much debate and discussion about localism, its characteristics, its causes and consequences (Brenner 2004; Coaffee and Johnston 2005; Featherstone et al. 2012; Kythreotis and Jonas 2012) . Indeed, many drivers have been proposed to explain the dynamism of new localism and its increasingly widespread adoption into both policy and practice including: (1) the influence of the European Union, with regional and local policies and programmes, such as the Rural Development Program, Urban I and II as well as diverse directives (Water Framework Directive (EC 2000) or Floods Directive (EC 2007)), (2) national programmes, such as regional and local knowledge clusters or re-urbanisation programmes, (3) greater requests by local groups for greater political participation, accountability and legitimacy, and (4) recent financial and economic crises which have been placing an increasing strain on national funds and necessitating the exploration of alternative sources of financing public services (Cox 2013; Cohen 2012; Benson and Jordan 2010; Brenner 2004) . These developments suggest that policy agendas should enhance the responsibilities of different actors and reduce and limit the controlling role of central governments. This move implies a new contract in the relationship between different actors, citizens and stakeholders (Adger et al. 2013) .
One key characteristic of localism debates, as highlighted above, is focused on encouraging local public authorities to take a more active role within the shaping the policy ( (6) unsolved conflicts between different actors, citizens and stakeholders. Table 1 summarises the main characteristic of localism that have been identified within the literature. These general characteristics are used to analyse how Localism has been implemented and operated within the sphere of flood risk and the table provides an initial assessment of the potential implications for flood risk management which will be examined below.
[insert Table 1 about here] The aim of this paper is to present the actual impacts of scalar re-organisation to flood risk management policy in England; in particular focussing on the influences of the introduction of the revised system of funding flood management schemes in England "Partnership 
Partnership Funding in flood risk management in England
The role of the different actors in flood risk management has changed over time, especially in relation to who should contribute to funding flood risk management, and has primarily involved a discussion between public actors (nationally and locally) and private actors (businesses and/or individuals). In general, the English funding system for flood risk management can be divided in five key time periods (Table 2) .
[insert Table 2 These numbers show a very small contribution by local and non-state actors, stakeholders and citizens. This suggests that Localism is seen more as a rhetoric discussion, especially if this assumes that the level of financial contribution also defines the level of participation in the final decision-making practices. A large contribution from national government is indicative of a strong top-down policy.
Implications of Partnership Funding for flood risk management in England
The following section discusses the consequences and outcomes of the new Partnership Funding regime for English flood risk management policy. The focus is on the demonstration of Localism and its influence on: the power and influence of the actors, the reorganisation of scales, changes to the nature of governance and the importance of networks in decisionmaking practices.
New governance arrangements and the relationship between the national and local level
One consequence of Partnership Funding is the change in governance structure mainly for planning, decision and implementation processes with the shift to a broader partnershiporiented governance arrangement (Allmendinger and Haughton 2012). All stakeholders interviewed stated that the introduction of Partnership Funding changed the governance structure (Interviewee_1; 9; 13; 15) and in particular, the new policy has increased the number of actors involved in decision-making practices including stakeholders such as public servants, politicians, businesses and private householders (Interviewee_15). In turn, the broadening of stakeholders involved has also had a strong influence on the interactions between these different actors. Many of the different actors display a strong interdependence of interests (Interviewee_8; 12). This, in particular includes the question of funding; with the values of individual contributions demonstrating a high potential for conflict between different actors. Additionally, the EA has shifted some of the financial risk towards third actors. Consequently, local actors and citizens are required to increase their contribution if the project costs increase. Partnership Funding is effectively encouraging a shift in the management of flood risk away from being a public good towards being a private good (Meijerink and Dicke 2008) . The consequences of this is that the implementation process is strongly based on local actors and their interests as well as those of the EA (Interviewee_9; 10) and that decisions about flood defence schemes are being based on actors relationships and interests and political will; rather than an objective decision process. further discussed in relation to the role and power of grassroot organisations. Furthermore, the networks between different governmental levels are mainly constructed to alter power relationships. The main networks observed in this study were those established with technical experts from the public administration; the rationale being to provide strong technical support in the management process and (in a limited form) knowledge transfer.
Despite new networks being created and strengthened, leadership in flood risk management is still organised and dominated by technical experts, primarily the EA, the drawback being that the networks often lack formal conflict resolution mechanisms.
These networks play an important role in the participatory process in both flood risk management planning and decision-making. First, the networks give different local actors a common voice to satisfy their interests and needs. Second, the local networks provide local actors with the technical knowledge and expertise to interact more successfully with the public administration. Finally, the building of local networks partly replaces missing formal conflict resolution mechanisms. The interviewees explicitly mentioned that some scales were privileged. This can be interpreted as scale benefiting from scalar re-arrangements to ensure their hegemonity status (Allmendinger and Haughton 2009), mainly by using specific strategies in the negotiation process with national and regional authorities. 
The power of local grassroots organisations in Partnership Funding
Local grassroots organizations have a strongly influence in the flood risk management planning process, where the new scalar arrangement has moved from a 'classical' hierarchical planning approach towards 'soft space experiments' (Haughton et al. 2013) .
Partnership Funding provides new opportunities for local actors but also requires their effective mobilisation (Cox 1998; [insert Table 3 
